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REMARKS 

Claims 1-38 are pending in this application. Claims 1-38 were rejected. Applicants 
amend claims 1, 30, 31, and 38. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 101 

Claims 1-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the claimed invention is directed 
to a non-statutory subject matter. 

As amended, independent claims 1 and 30 are directed to "causing the physical 
modification of the machine-readable medium, the physical modification resulting in the 
representation of the hierarchy" wherein the modified data represents a structure of a hierarchy. 
The specification gives examples in which the hierarchy characterizes a cost center and includes 
data about the manager, physical location, expenses, and status of the cost center (see e.g., para. 
[0033]). Thus, the produced tangible result has real world value and claims 1 and 30 meet the 
statutory requirements for patentable subject matter. Similarly independent claims 3 1 and 38 are 
directed, respectively, to systems and articles that have tangible components and, thus, meet the 
statutory requirements for patentable subject matter. Accordingly, Applicants request that the 
rejection of claims 1-38 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Sweat 1 . 

Claim 1 recites not just any Web page but a Web page that actually includes rules that 
define those modifications that any user is permitted to make. Claim 1 also includes the step of 
verifying that a proposed modification to the data complies with those rules. 

As best understood, the Office regards Sweat's permission table as corresponding to the 
rules. However, the Sweat permission table does not, in any way, indicate what modifications a 
user may make. Instead, the Sweat permission table specifies which users are permitted to 
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perform specific actions (see cols. 5 and 6) and, thus, which users can receive specific versions 
of the interface web page. 

It is apparent therefore that Sweat fails to teach each and every limitation of claim 1 . 
Accordingly, the section 102(e) rejection based on Sweat is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 30, 31, and 38 include features similar to claim 1 and are patentable for at least 
the same reasons. Claims 2, 7-8, 15-17, 20, 21, and 23-29 and 32-37 depend from either claim 1 
or claim 31 and are patentable for at least the same reasons. Accordingly, the section 102(e) 
rejections based on Sweat are improper and should be withdrawn. 



Claims 3-6, 9-14, 18-19, and 22, which depend from claim 1, are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sweat in view of Beizer 2 . 

As best understood, the Office cites Beizer for disclosure of the additional features recited 
by these dependent claims. However, Beizer does not disclose rules defining modifications to 
structure of a hierarchy that users are permitted to make. Instead, Beizer discloses rules for 
resolving the issues that arise when multiple users make conflicting changes to data (see e.g., 
abstract and col. 6, line 61 - col. 7, line 4). Thus, Beizer does not remedy deficiencies of Sweat 
as discussed above with reference to claim 1 . Neither Sweat nor Beizer, alone or in combination, 
disclose or suggest all of the features of independent claim 1 . Accordingly, a prima facie case of 
obviousness of claim 1 or of any of the associated dependent claims has not been established. 
Therefore, the section 103(a) rejection of these claims based on the combination of Sweat and 
Beizer is improper and should be withdrawn. 

Moreover, the dependent claims recite additional features which further distinguish the 
cited art. For example, claim 3 features comparing a first data element of a first member of the 
hierarchy with a second data element of a second member in the hierarchy to identify a possible 
conflict between the first data element and the second data element. In contrast, Beizer discloses 
comparing an updated value of a data element with a saved value of the same data element (see 
FIG. 3e and col. 7 line 40 - col. 8, line 11). Similarly, claim 4 features possible conflicts in 

2 U.S. Patent No. 6,240,414. 
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which a first data element is identical to a second data element. In contrast, Beizer discloses 
possible conflicts when the updated value of a data element is different than the saved value of 
the same data element (see FIG. 3e and col. 7 line 40 - col. 8, line 1 1). 



In view of at least the above, the Applicants respectfully submit that the Application is in 
condition for allowance, and request such a Notice. If the present Application is not allowed 
and/or if one or more of the rejections is maintained or made final, the Applicants request a 
telephone conference with the Examiner and further requests that the Examiner contact the 
undersigned attorney to schedule a telephone conference. 

Any circumstance in which the Applicants have (a) addressed certain comments of the 
Examiner does not mean that the applicant concedes other comments of the Examiner, (b) made 
arguments for the patentability of some claims does not mean that there are not other good 
reasons for patentability of those claims and other claims, or (c) amended or canceled a claim 
does not mean that the Applicants concede any of the Examiner's positions with respect to that 
claim or other claims. 



Conclusion 
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The fee in the amount of $ 1 ,050 for the three month extension fee is being paid 
concurrently herewith on the Electronic Filing System (EFS) by way of a Deposit Account 
authorization. Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050, referencing 
Attorney Docket No. 08575-094001. 



Fish & Richardson P.C. 
225 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 02110 
Telephone: (617) 542-5070 
Facsimile: (617) 542-8906 



Respectfully submitted, 




Sean M. Dean, Ph.D., J.D. 
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